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ABSTRACT 
A Comparative Study of Utah's Primary Elections 
by 
Owen B. Daw t Master of Arts 
Utah State University, 1958 
Major Professor: Dr. JeDon Emenhiser 
Department: Political Science 
The advantage of the incumbent in gaining re-nomination 
and voter participation in primary elections was studi8d~ Six 
states, Utah, Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Montana, and 
Washington were used as examples of different types of pri-
maries during the years compared. 
There seemed to be no significant difference in the voter 
participation between the open and closed primaries. The other 
factors which influence voting behavior affected voter turn-
out more than the type of primary did. 
The incumbent advantage was slightly greater in the open 
primary, but not enough to be statistically significant. 
The closed primary of 1966 in Utah did affect the amount 
of voter participation slightly, but probably due more to a 





The basic difference between the totalitarian "democrac-
cies" and the type of democracy that we know in the United 
States is not in the power to vote, but in the power to nomi-
nate. In some totalitarian states the voters are encouraged--
even forced-- to vote, but their choice is an empty one be-
cause often there is no choice, only a ratification of th8 
ruling power's slat8 of candidat8sa B8caus8 a man must b8 
nominated befor8 h8 can be elected, it is at this lev81 that 
real political power lies. Bon8 quotes Theodore Roosev81t on 
this subj8ct: 
The right of popular government is incomp18te, 
unless it includ8s th8 right of the vot8rs 
not m8rely,to choose between candidates when 
they have been nominat8d, but also the right 
to determine who these candidates shall b8. 1 
P8rhaps more than ever b8fore in our history the Elector-
ate now has the opportunity not only to elect, but to nominate. 
Th8 direct primary permits the average voter to express his 
wish8s on who shall be the on8S to run for public office c 
Th8 dir8ct primary 8xists in many forms and variations o 
All thos8 conn8cted with it ar8 not complet8ly pl8ased with 
the method of its operationo One variation, the clos8d primary, 
1 Hugh Ao Bon8, Am8rican Politics and the Party System 
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1955), p. 395. 
2 
caused a great deal of controversy in Utah in 1966. During the 
1965 legislature a closed primary was adopted, commonly called 
the Primary Registration Law of Utah g Many citizens became in-
dignant and felt that their rights had been destroyed and that 
the law was "un-American" because they were obligated to declare 
publicly their party affiliation. 2 
This study is undertaken with the purpose of exploring 
some of the facets of the direct primary and perhaps discovering 
things not previously known and documenting some of the things 
that are only accepted on faith~ The response of the voters 
varies from year to year. What makes them turn out more for 
one election than another? What are the variables that influ-
ence voting behavior? It is well-known that the incumbent has an 
advantage for re-election, but how big is this advantage and 
does it change with variations in the type of primary? How 
often have the parties denied the nomination to the incumbent? 
Utah will be compared to several states in this study. 
The states were chosen on the basis of (1) geographical prox-
imity to Utah and (2) examples of both similar and contrasting 
systems of primary election. 
There are a few obstacles which make a study of this kind 
difficult. Perhaps foremost of these is the fact that many 
public records are incomplete or unavailable. It seems im-
possible to go back farther than 1956 in Utah to find the 
2Letters to the Editor, Deseret News, (Salt Lake City, 
Utah: Sept. 19, 20 and 22, 1966). 
3 
number of registered voters~ Other states have similar prob-
lems in finding the number of registered voters. Where these 
figures are not available, attempt has been made to establish 
accurate figures by taking census figures for the yesrs in-
valved, taking averages and percents for the known vears, and 
assuming the same ratios for the unknown years. 
The number of registered voters in Utah in 1954 is not 
available g This figure was computed by taking the years 1952 
and 1956 through 1966 (percent of registered voters to popula-
tion) and assuming the same ratio for 1954~ 
It is noted that some of the official figures given for 
the number of registered voters mav be inaccurateg Utah, Nevada, 
and New Mexico list only one figure for the number of registered 
voters in a given year; each of these states permits voter regis-
tration between the time of the primary election and the general 
election,3 so the number of registered voters should be different 
for each election o The figures for Washington and Montana in-
clude the number of registered voters for each election so these 
figures are accuratsg 4 
Some of the figures on the number of voters voting may be 
inaccurate. Where there is no official listing of the numbers 
of ballots cast, the total vote for the highest office of that 
3Election Abstracts for the States of Utah, Nevada, and 
New Mexico. 
4Eleotion Abstracts for the States of Washington and Montana. 
4 
election is used as the basis of the number of ballots cast~ 
Voters do not always vote for every office or issue on a ballot. 
There are always some who Ilfall off" or do not vote on a partic-
ular office or issue. S As an example of this, a survey was taken 
in the State of Washington showing the number of voters which 
fell off during the 1964 election. In that year 18,400 persons 
cast ballots but did not vote for the office of President of the 
United States. The falloff was less than 01.44 percent. The 
greatest amount of falloff in this election was on a vote for 
a Senate Resolution where 326,839 did not vote on the measure 
6 for a falloff of 2S.S9 percent. 
The number of registered voters in Oklahoma seems abnormally 
high. The number of registered voters is based on only one known 
year, 1964, and this same ratio between population and voters 
is assumed for the other yearso The average in that year was 
Sl.l percent of the population registered to vote. Because it 
was a presidential election year and it is unusually high, its 
validity is in question, but it is based on the best information 
available. 
Conditions and laws vary from state to state and from time 
to time in the same state~ This makes a study somewhat difficult 
as the factors which may influence voter turnout and incumbency 
advantage are not easily compareda Areas that have strong one-
SLew is A. Froman, Jr., Congressmen and Their Constituencies, 
(Chicago, Rand McNally & Co. 1963), p. 20-3S. 
6Election Abstracts, State of Washington, (Olympia, 
Washington~ November 3, 1964. 
5 
party politics will have a different background from that of a 
two-party state; states which allow the parties to limit the 
choice of candidates to two by the use of a convention will have 
factors not found in other states; some state constitutions for-
bid certain offices to succeed themselves or limit the number 
of terms of office~ 
Finally it is impossible to determine exactly why citizens 
in a free society respond the way they do~ Certainly reasons 
may be propounded, surveys taken, and votiGg behavior studied. 
Still, the reasons why voters turn out, or do not turn out, or 
vote the way they do, are left to a reasonable estimate by the 
8uthor/J 
The direct primary has become so much a part of the American 
system of nomination that many citizens regard it as a part of 
our rights as citizens to be able to choose candidates to run 
for election to public office. 7 It is a vital part in the elec-
tion of those who will make the choices of government for uSQ 
It should be important to the voting citizen that he understand 
the system of primary election so that he can make meaningful 
choices in ita The suspicion, distrust, and hostility shown 
bN the Utah citizens toward the Party Registration Law in 1956, 
would indicate a gross misunderstanding of the closed primary. 
To call a primary election system used by 43 states "Un-American" 
reveals that part of our citizenry is uninformed on some of the 
procedures of our American Governmentp8 
7 "Letters to the Editor", .9Q. cit. 
8 Ibid . 
6 
It is hoped that this study may shed some light on the as-
pects of primary election which relate to the advantage the office-
holder has for re-nomination by the party a~d to the response 
of the voters in supporting the primary election itself~ 
It is of the opinion of some that there is little difference, 
if any, in the size of vote between open and closed primary 
states indicating that the form of the primary is not a deter-
9 mining factor. This study will test this opinion and deter-
mine if it is valid in the states to be tested. 
9H• Bone and Ac Ranney, Politics and Voters (New York~ 
McGraw-Hill, 1963), p. 114-116~ 
CHAPTER II 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE DIRECT PRIMARY 
Background; & .~he Direct._iPr imary 
In America's political history several methods have been 
used to nominate candidates for public office o The three prin-
cipal methods are (1) the caucus, (2) the convention i and (3) 
the direct primary. 
The earliest method was the caucus o This dates back to 
pre-revolutionary days with election to city councils or colonial 
assemblies c The caucus was an informal gathering of party, 
faction, or community leaders at which it was agreed to support 
a candidate or propo~alQ Members of state legislatures met in 
a party caucus to designate nominees for state office~l 
The predominate mode of designating candidates from 1825 
to 1910 was the party convention~ The convention is a body of 
persons chosen by the members of the party in caucus or primary 
election to make nominations for offices in the area which it 
represents. Conventions also take on the function of drawing 
up party platforms which represent the feeling of the party 
faithfulg 2 
Behind the scenes of the convention a few leaders continued 
1 Bone and Ranney, 110 - Ill. 
2H• Bone, American Politics and the Party System, third 
ed. (New York, McGraw-Hill, 1965), po 280-282Q 
B 
to meet as before in caucus and propose slates, which the rank 
and file delegates might accept. With this difference, however, 
a larger and more representative segment of the party had the 
opportunity to ratify or veto the leaders' choices. Conventions 
are temporary bodies and are dissolved as soon as their work is 
finished. 3 The national party conventions are still among our 
nation's institutions o 
Though the convention offered a chance to democratize nomi-
nations, it failed to elicit wide-spread popular enthusiasm. 
Voters did not go to the polls in large numbers to chbose dele-
gates and many considered it uninteresting~ Public-spirited 
members of the party too often did not seek a place in the con-
ventiono Sometimes those who were delegates found themselves 
hopelessly outnumbered and ineffective. Out of the dissatisfac-
tion with the convention method grew a demand to place nomina-
tions on a more democratic basis; the device for developing this 
was the direct primary.4 
Description of the Direct Primary 
The essence of the direct primary is the selection of can-
didates by the voters themselves. This is done by permitting 
the general electorate to go to the polls as is done on the 
general election day and by casting ballots to "elect" the 
30strogorskii, M.~ Democracy and the Organization of Poli-
tical Parties, Vol. II: The United States, (Chicago: Quadrangle 
Books, 1964) p~ 750 
4 John Ro Owens, The American Party Syst~, (New York: 
Macmillan Coo, 1965) p. 540 
nomineea The primaries of the different parties are commonly 
held on the same day, and at the same place where the regular 
elections are held later; they are administered by the regular 
election officials, with costs met by the public treasury; the 
ballots are similar to those used in regular elections; and the 
same corrupt-practice laws and other safeguards applyg5 
9 
Persons seeking nomination to an office may get their names 
on the primary ballot, in some cases, simply by self announce-
ment and perhaps the payment of a fee; or they may have been 
picked at some sort of caucus or preliminary convention g Or-
dinarily the candidate with the highest number of votes is de-
clared the nominee, although in some states a majority is re-
quired, so in these states a run-off is often needed. 6 
Until 1960 it was possible in a few states for a candidate 
to enter the primary of both parties or to "cross-file" and 
thus receive the nomination from either or both the major par-
ties~ California was the last state to permit this practice. 
It was found that cross-filing gave the advantage to incumbents 
of the dominate party and to candidates who were especially well 
7 known. 
5 Bone, po 281 
6 Key, po 392. 
7Ibid . 
10 
Variations of the Direct Primary 
There are two general types of direct primary --the open 
and the closed.. The open is one in which no test is made of 
party allegiance and anyone may vote in any party without pre-
condition other than normal suffrage requirements o The closed 
primary is one in which the voter must, by some means, declare 
his party affiliation and vote only for one of that party's can-
didates for nomination.. While his vote is secret, his party 
choice is not. 
Washington has the so-called "blanket,11 or wide-open, pri-
mary in which voters may choose from all parties o Candidates 
are grouped by office and partisans and independents are placed 
in the same column4 The highest candidate from each party meet 
in the general election. B This would mean that if the second 
highest candidate were to be of the same party as the highest~ 
he would not run in the general election a 
The closed primary is the older of the two types and is 
one in which the voter must "declare" his party before he can 
vote" Party leaders fear "raiding ll by the other party to nomi-
nate the weakest candidate to give the opposite party a better 
chance in the general election.. To prevent this they feel that 
if the voter is limited to his own party he cannot cross the 
line. Party leaders also desire a list of party members prior 
to the election. Two principal methods are used in the closed 
B Bone and Ranney, p. 2Bl. 
11 
primary. The first is the advanced enrollment type in which the 
voters must declare their party prior to the election= The time 
required varies, but usually not less than three months previous 
to the electiona When the voters come to the polls, they re-
ceive only the ballot of the party to which they belong o The 
second is the challenge system in which voters are merely asked 
by the election clerk with which party they are affiliated and 
9 then they are given the ballot of that party. Poll watchers 
from that party may challenge the voter to support his statement 
by recalling party candidates he has voted for in the past~ 
In some cases persons are required to state that they in-
tend to support the candidates of their particular party~ Either 
of these two procedures can be flouted by persons of easy con-
science if there is sufficient motive; the second method is 
particularly w8ak~lO 
Some states, such as Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico, in 
order to limit the number of candidates in the primary and in-
crease party responsibility, have adopted a combination of the 
convention and the primaryc The party meets in convention prior 
to the primary election and nominates two persons whose names 
will be placed on the primary ballot. The voters then have a 
choice between the two party candidates Q Independents may run 
9 Clarence P u Berdahl, "Party Membership in the U"Sc," 
American Political Science Review, XXXVI (1942), p. 28-31 g 
lOAustin Ranne\~, "Toward a More Responsible Two-Party 
System: A Commentary," American Political Science Review XLV, 
No~ 2 (June 1951) po 489~ 
11 by filing a petition, but without party endorsement., 
12 
Connecticut, the last of the 50 states to accept the direct 
primary, operates mostly by convention, but has provision for the 
primary when requested by a candidate who received at least 20 
percent of the convention vote. This is called a "challenge" 
primary and means the loser in the convention may challenge the 
winner in a primary. The primary is seldom used in Connecticut 
and has never been used for statewide office. 12 
The open primary is used in Alaska, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Montana, Utah, and Wisconsin. Washington employs the blanket 
primary which is a variation of the open primary~ The closed pri-
is used in the remaining 43 states~ 13 mary 
History of the Direct Primary 
The direct primary was first used in Crawford County, 
Pennsylvania i by the Democrats from 1842 to 1850. The Republi-
cans picked up the idea and began using it in 1860 in Crawford 
14 Countya Even though the primary was an apparent success in 
Crawford County, it was not until 1903 that Wisconsin, under 
the leadership of LaFollette, became the first state to adopt 
the direct primary for statewide offices o 
11 Utah Code Annotated, 1953, 20-3-38. 
12Alvin Dozeman, Associate Professor of Political Science, 
University of Connecticut, Letter to the Writer, June 15, 1957. 
13The Book of the States, 1966-1967, Vol~ XVI, (Chicago, 
Illinois), Council of Stat8 Government. 
14Wmo Do Goodman, The Two Party System in the UaS o (Prince-
ton 9 New Jersey: D., Van Nostrand Coo, Inc., 1956), p" 125 0 
13 
By 1909, 22 states had adopted the system and by 1917 every 
state but four had enacted similar laws. All states have adopted 
the direct primary in some form; the last to adopt it was 
Conneoticut in 1955, although it still depends primarily on 
t t · 15 he oonven lon. The primary spread more rapidly through the 
West where social and economic dissent was greater, and it was 
more slowly adopted in the states along the eastern seaboard 
where the political parties were more firmly established~16 
The fact that Utah did not accept the direct primary until 
1937 is perhaps an indication that it is a conservative state 
in the midst of more liberal states of the Westa 
Problems of the Direct Primary 
The direct primary is found nationwide and seems to be pre-
feTred by the voters. There are, however, problems that must be 
resolved by each political division to bring about effective 
operation of the direct primarym These problems include such 
things as cost of administering the election, the voter turnout 
to the primary, and provisions for the party to organize itself. 
The direct primary costs more than other methods of nomina-
tionA The cost is greater both to the public and to the can-
didates. One of the arguments for change from the convention 
was that the direct primary would permit anyone to run and pave 
the way for those who could not afford to compete for nomination 
15 Clarence p~ Berdahl, pa 16-50~ 
16 Bone, pc 281. 
14 
under the convention systemn It has been found, however, that 
the cost of nomination is greater, because the candidate con-
ducts two campaigns instead of one n This is made more difficult 
because the primary campaign is made without having party funds 
available to the candidateo This means that candidates with 
17 financial backing are still favored. 
The cost to the public is much greater. Election supplies 
must be furnished and ballots printed; judges and election per-
sonnel must be paid; polling places must be rented or maintained. 
Money, which formerly came from private donations to the party, 
now must come from the public treasury. 
The voter turnout to the primaries generally has been much 
smaller than to the general election. There is a feeling that the 
primaries are less important than the gsneral electionn Adoption 
of the direct primary left the way open for all voters to share 
with party leadership in the selection of candidates n The assump-
tion was that the voters would be happy for such an opportunity 
and would turn out in large numbers to participate. The extent 
of popular participation in the primary differs from state to 
state and from time to time. In over two-thirds of the primaries 
to nominate gubernatorial candidates in a group of non-southern 
states from 1926 to 1952, one study shows that less than 35 per-
cent of the potential voters participated in one qr the other 
f th . t . . 18 o 8 major par y prlmar18s. Another study made in 1954 shows 
17 Stanley Kelly, Jr., Political Campaigning (Menasha, 
Wisconsin: The Brookings Institute, 1960), po 35-36 4 
18 Key, po 378 0 
that typically a primary election gets less than 50 percent of 
the potential vote. 19 
15 
Under the direct primary there is no provision made for the 
political parties to organize themselves for the purpose of 
drawing up a party platform or to agree on methods of campaign-
ingA This is essential if the party is to exist 8S an influen-
tial political body. This is solved in different ways by differ-
ant state organizations. Platforms may be drawn up by a post-
primary convention, by the state central committee, by the pri-
mary winners themselves, or by caucus of holdover officeholders 
and nominated candidates4 20 
Criticism of the Direct Primary 
The system is extremely prejudicial to the smaller partiesa 
For them it is both unnecessary and unsuitable, for there are 
rarely any contests among them. Direct primaries are regulated 
by state laws, which in many instances run counter to party 
principles. As an example, some parties require that in order 
to make party choices, the members must be in good standing, 
which often means the payment of dues and other requirementsc 
The state laws do not provide for any such requirement and the 
parties themselves may not keep anyone from voting in the public 
19Quincy Howe and Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Guide to 
Politics (New York: Dial Press, 1954), po 115. 
20 00 Eo Merriam, The American Party System (New York: 
Macmillan Coo, 1922)9P. 266-267. 
15 
. 21 prlmary. 
Many criticisms have been offered against the open primary, 
particularly by party workers. They feel that a primary should 
not involve "outsiders" in the settling of intra-party quarrels; 
they argue, rightly or wrongly, that party responsibility and 
self-control are broken down under this method. The primary is 
open to raiding and there is a real or imagined fear that the 
other party will cross party lines to elect a weak candidate. 
While this has certainly been done on occasions, it is not com-
monly done, and it is more common for private interest to enter 
open primaries to defeat unfriendly candidat8s. 22 
Strong partisans from those areas in a state in which a 
party is dominant tend to vote in primaries in especially high 
degree. Primary winners may, thus, reflect a particular strain 
of party outlook or type of party follower. The 9tandpat con-
servative may control; metropolitan ethnics may prevail; or 
some other sector of the party may give the dominant tone to 
state primary results. Candidates capable of popular triumph 
in the primary under such circumstances may not be a strong can-
didate before the larger electorate in the general election Q 
The party, in convention could decide on a well-balanced ticket 
that would bring popular supporta The primaries do not insure 
well-balanced tickets and to that extent are not effective 
2lMaurice Duverger, Political Parties, Their Orqanization 
and Activity in the Modern State (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
Inc. 1953), p. 362-363. 
22 Bone, p. 409-410. 
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agencies for nominating candidates. 
Summary 
In summary, it would seem that the direct primary is here 
to stave The party officials have recognized this and have 
directed their attentions in trying to obtain control of the 
primaries and get the type of primary which will give them the 
greatest amount of controlp There is no serious effort being 
24 made at present to eliminate the direct primary altogetheru 
17 
It is evident that the general voter is satisfied with the pre-
sent system even though voter response at the polls has not 
been large o 
The oourts have recognized the legality of the primary~ 
In the case of U.S. vs. Classic, the Supreme Court recognized 
that the primary in some states effectively controlled the choice 
of the person elected and that the primary was an integral part 
f 1 t · 25 o e ee lone 
The goal of the primary was to extend the power of nomina-
tion, which is the real political power, to the electorate and 
thus democratize the nominating procedureo This is not, of 
course, to infer that the previous systems caused the political 
system to be undemocratic. As Key says: 
, 
23 Key, p. 379 0 
24 Bone, p. 409. 
25383 UoS~ 299 (1941) 
A democratic popular choice between parties existed 
even though the intraparty procedures for the desig-
nation of candidates were quite undemocratica 26 
The direot primary has brought forth more candidates than 
IB 
did the older system and this has made the voters' task greatera 
It has greatly increased election cost to both government and 
the candidat8 e The primary system sometimes results in a vic-
tory over bossism and the machines; but more often the bosses 
and machines, where they did exist at all, are still able, by 
various methods, to maintain effective control over nominations~27 
26 Key, p. 377~ 
27 Duv8rger, po BBa 
CHAPTER III 
INCUMBENT ADVANTAGE 
The incumbent running for re-election has quite an advan-
tags over the non-incumbent. First,he has a base from which 
to operateg His staff, employed at public expense, provides an 
excellent nucleus for a campaign~ Second, he has generally es-
tablished himself as a winner and an officehDlder with the pres-
tige of the office~ Third, he is established with the party and 
has some measure of control in the partY4 
It is an accepted fact among party workers that the incum-
bent has an advantage and is, in fact, one of the cardinal tenets 
1 of the nation's political folklorec The incumbent is rarely 
defeated for nomination and the chances are fairly good that he 
will be unopposed for the nomination, which means that he will 
not have to run in the primary~ This eliminates intra-party 
dissension caused by a campaign and saves the expense of running 
two campaigns g 
One study shows that on the average four of five candidates 
2 for Representative who win are already House members 4 This ad-
vantage even carries over where a presidential candidate carries 
a state in a national election Q When the incumbent belongs to 
the same party as a winning presidential candidate, the chances 
1M• Cn Cummings Jr., Congressmen and the Electorate (New 
York: The Free Press, 1966), p. 57. 
2Ibidu 
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of his winning are better than 97 percent. When the incumbent 
belongs to the opposite party of the winning presidential candi-
3 date, his ~hances of winning are over 83 percent. 
Perhaps the Ohly exception to the advantage enjoyed by an 
incumbent is in those areas where one party controls o In these 
areas the advantage is not as greata Where the party nomination 
means the election, the contest for office really takes place 
in the primarya While the incumbent is more apt to have a race 
in these areas, he still has an advantage over the non-incumbent a 
This same study shows the following figures for incumbent 
and non-incumbent house nominees~ 
Table I. The Fate of Congressional Candidates of the Party 







1,540 1,282 (83112%) 




1,910 208 (10,,9%) 
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Table 2. The Fate of Congressional Candidates of the Party that 






Ran Won Lost 
1,872 1,811(9703%) 61 
Number of 
Non-Incumbents who: 
Ran Won Lost 
1,669 529(3106%) 1,440 
Tests of Incumbency 
Two things can be used to test incumbent advantage. One is 
the number of times that the incumbent candidate has been un-
opposed in the party primary, signifying that the candidate has 
strong support in his own party and no one dares challenge him. 
Because there are some offices which are not attractive and as 
such do not draw much interest of prospective candidates, only 
the major state offices are included in this analysis. occa-
sionally candidates are elected without opposition both in the 
primary and in the general election. These candidates are not 
included in this study because there is not enough of a contest 
to warrant consideration in the advantage of incumbency in 
seeking re-election. 
For these reasons, the number of state offices shown is 
not always the total number of possible state offices, but 
only the number of major contested offices. For instance, in 
Oklahoma, there may be as many as 27 candidates for public office 
in a given year~ Typically 14 of these 27 offices will be 
filled by Democrats without opposition both in the 
22 
primary and in the general electiona 4 
The second test of incumbent advantage is to compare the 
number of times that the incumbent has lost in the party pri-
marYa Is the obstacle of the party primary more difficult for 
the incumbent or the non-incumbent? 
It is noted that in the Cqse of the non~incumbent who seeks 
office, many have been incumbent in another office or previously 
held the same office. Many times an officeholder will seek a 
higher office, such as a representative who runs for senator, 
etc. These are not considered as incumbents in this study. The 
incumbent is considered to be the man who is running for re-
election to the same office which he holds~ 
Incumbents Receiving the Party Nomination Without Opposition 
Utah 1938-1946 
Utah has had two different methods of primary election. 
The first, adopted in 1937, was a direct primary with a run-off. 
The second, adopted in 1947, is a combination of a convention 
and a primary. Because of the differences in selecting candi-
dates during these two periods, they will be discussed sepa-
rately. 
4 Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of Oklahoma, 







Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 
in Utah by Primary 1938-1946 5 









8 (57 .. 1%) o (0%) 
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Number of Non~Incumbents 
Seeking Election 










4 (21 .. 1%) 
The offices considered here are Senator, Representative (2), 
Governor, Secretary of State, and Attorney General o The Treasurer 
and Auditor by law may not succeed themselves, hence could not 
be an incumbent candidate for re-election. During this period 
the Democratic party was dominant.. This was during the Roosevelt 
Era and Democratic policies prevailed. 
The incumbents ran unopposed more than twice as often as 
did the non-incumbents.. There were not enough Republican office-
holders to really make a fair test of incumbency for that party. 
For the Democrats, the advantage of incumbency was typical of 
states where one party dominates. 
5 Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of Utah, 1938-1946, 
Salt Lake City, Utah .. 
Utah 1948 to 1966 
Table 4a Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 





Number of Incumbents 
Seeking Re-election 









17 8 (57.1%) 10 (58.8%) 










The offices considered were the same as those of the period 
1938-19460 
From these figures one can see that the incumbent ran un-
opposed more than three times as often as the non-incumbent o 
During this period, theTe is very little difference in the per-
cent of wins of the parties~ 
6Ibid ., 1948-1966. 
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Table 5. Incumbent Wins and Losses in Six States for the Period 
Shown 
Incumbents Incumbents Incumbents 
Incum- Seeking Winning Losing 
State Yeal's bents Re-election Primary Primary 
Utah 1938-1966 61 46 44 2 
Nevada 1952 ... 1966 41 29 29 0 
Montana 1950-1960 46 31 29 0 
Oklahoma 1952-1962 56 44 40 4 
Washington 1952-1966 68 56 56 0 
New Mexico 1954-1966 36 26 26 0 
Total 308 232 224 6 
= = 
Table 60 Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage in 
Utah 1938-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 20 observed 62 
Opposed 82 
expected 31,,3 expected 52a7 
observed 26 observed 14 
Unopposed 40 
expected 14a7 expected 24.3 
Total 46 76 122 
Chi Square = 17~96 (P< aDol) 
Table 7~ Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah 1938-1946 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 7 observed 19 
Opposed expected 9,,7 expected 16.3 
Unopposed observed 8 observed 6 
expected 5 .. 2 expected 8.7 
Total 15 25 
Chi Square::; 3.39 (P<' .10) 
Table 8. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 




Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 13 observed 43 
Opposed expected 28 expected 34.8 56 
observed 18 observed 8 
Unopposed expected 13 expected 16.2 25 
Total 31 51 82 
Chi Square 45 .. 67 (P( .0001) 
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Table 9 0 Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Republican) 1938-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 8 observed 3,,5 
Opposed 43 
expected 12,,69 expeoted 30 0 31 
observed 10 observed 8 
Unopposed 18 
expected 5 .. 31 expected 12,,69 
Total 18 43 61 
Chi Square 6,,94 (P< ,,01) 
Table 10" Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Democrat) 1938-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 12 observed 25 
Opposed 38 
expected 17.73 expeoted 9.27 
observed 16 observed 6 
Unopposed 22 
expected 10,,27 expected 11.72 
Total 28 32 60 
Chi Square 11 0 39 (p( .. 01) 
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Table llg Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Republican) 1938-1945 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 1.0 observed 15 
Opposed 16 
expected 0.8 expected 15,,2 
observed 0,,0 observed 4 
Unopposed 4 
expected 0.2 expected 3.8 
Total l~o 19 20 
Chi Square .21 (p( 065) 
Table 120 Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Democrat) 1938-1946 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 6 observed 3 
Opposed 9 
expected 6.63 expected 2.37 
observed 8 observed 2 
Unopposed 10 
expected 7.37 expected 2.63 
Total 14 5 19 
Chi Square == 5.50 (P,>u02) 
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Table 13. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Republican) 1947-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 7 observed 20 
Opposed 27 
expected 11 .. 19 expected 15.81 
observed 10 observed 4 
Unopposed 14 
expected 5.81 expected 8~19 
Total 17 24 41 
Chi Square =: 7.84 (P (,,01) 
Table 14. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Utah (Democrat) 1948-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 6 observed 23 
Opposed 29 
expected 9.90 expected 19.10 
observed 8 observed 4 
Unopposed 12 
expected 4.10 expected 7.90 




Nevada 1952 to 1955 
Table 15. Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 
in Nevada by Primary 1952-19567 
Number of Incumbents Number and Percent of 









N=29 N=18 (62.0%) 
Oem" 
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Rep. Demg Rep. 
8 11 (52,,4%) 7 (87.5%) 




2 (10%) 21 (6303%) 
The offices considered here are Senator, Representative (1), 
Governor, Lt. Governor, Secretary of State, Attorney General, 
Treasurer, Controller, State Printer, and Mine Inspector. 
The incumbent ran unopposed 105 times more than the non-
incumbent. The Democrats had the edge on office holding and the 
Republicans ran unopposed more often. Both parties, however p 
gave a distinct advantage to the incumbent. 
7Data taken from A Political History of Nevada, 1965, Issued 
by John Koontz, Secretary of State (Nevada State Printing Office) 
and from Election Abstracts, State of Nevada, Carson City, 
Nevada. 
Table 16. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Nevada 1952-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 11 observed 30 
Opposed 51 
expected 14 .. 5 expected 26.5 
observed 18 observed 23 
Unopposed 41 
expected l4a5 expected 26.5 
Total 29 53 82 
Chi Square = 2.67 (P) .10) 
Table 17. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
In Nevada (Republican) 1952-1960 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 1 observed 11 
Opposed 12 
expected 2040 expected 9060 
observed 7 observed 21 
Unopposed 28 
expected 5 .. 60 expected 22.40 
Total 8 32 40 
Chi Square 1 .. 46 (P) .. 25) 
31 
Table 18. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Nevada (Democrat) 1952-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 10 observed 18 
Opposed 28 
expected 14,,34 expected 13.66 
observed 11 observed 2 
Unopposed 13 
expected 6,,66 expected 6.34 
Total 21 20 41 
Chi Square 8 .. 49 (P< .01) 
32 
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Montana 1950 to 1960 
Table 19. Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 
in Montana by Primary 1950-19608 
Number of Offices 
Number of Incumbents 
Seeking Re-election 
Number and Percent of 
Incumbents Unopposed 
N=46 
Oem. Rep .. 
30 16 












10 (43 .. 5%) 5 (62*5%) 
Number and Percent of Non-Incum-
bents Unopposed 
N=19 (31,,1%) 
Oem .. Rep~ 
3 (13.0%) IB (47;,3%) 
The offices considered are Senator, Representative (2), 
Governor, Lt. Governor, Secretary of State, Attorney General , 
Treasurer, and Auditor. 
It is interesting to compare Nevada and Montana, because 
each has a slight edge of Democratic off i c eh olders 0 In each 
the incumbent ran unopposed about 1 0 5 times as often as the non-
incumbent. Although the incumbent has the advantage in each 
party, the minority party non-incumbent is unopposed more often 
than the majority party incumbent. 
BData taken from Election Abstracts, State of Montana, 
1950~1966, Helena, Montans g 
Table 20. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Montana 1950-1960 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 16 observed 42 
Opposed 58 
expected 19~5 expected 38~4 
observed 15 observed 19 
Unopposed 34 
expected ll~4 e)<,pected 22.5 
Total 31 51 92 
Chi Square 3 11 34 (P,(' .10) 
Table 21Q Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Montana (Republican) 1950-1960 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 3 observed 20 
Opposed 23 
expected 4 expected 19 
observed 5 observed 18 
Unopposed 23 
expected 4 expected 19 
Total 8 38 46 
34 
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Table 22. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage in 
Montana (Democrat) 1950-1960 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 13 observed 20 
Opposed 33 
expected 16,,50 expected 16 .. 50 
observed 10 observed 3 
Unopposed 13 
expected 6 .. 50 expected 6.50 
Total 23 23 46 
Chi Square; 4 .. 56 (P< ~05) 
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Oklahoma 1952 to 1962 
Table 23~ Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 
in Oklahoma by Primary 1952-19629 
Incumbents 
Number of Incumbents 
Seeking Re-election 








Number of Non-Incumbents 
Seeking Election 
N=68 
Dam" Rep .. 
18 50 
N=13 (29,,5%) 
Dem" Rep .. 
B (21,,0%) 5 (B3 g 3%) 




1 (05" 5%) 28 (56.0%) 
The offices considered are Senator, Representative (6), 
Governor, Lt. Governor, Secretary of State, Attorney General, 
Treasurer, and Auditor. 
In the figures for both parties it se8ms that the incum-
bent has no advantage over the non-incumbent. A closer look at 
the party figures, however, shows that in each party the incum-
bent does have the advantageD The real race for election is 
in the primary of the majority party. The incumbent has less of 
a chance in running unopposed than in other states, but the non-
incumbent has almost no chance of running unopposedQ In the 
minority party the chances are very good to run without opposi-
tion. There is not much of a contest to be a candidate in a 
9 
Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of Oklahoma, 
1952-1966 .. 
losing cause o 
Table 24. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Oklahoma 1952-1962 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 31 observed 39 
Opposed 70 
expected 27,,5 expected 42 .. 5 
observed 13 observed 29 
Unopposed 42 
expected 16 .. 5 expected 25 0 5 
Total 44 68 112 
Chi Square 
Table 25 0 Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Oklahoma (Republican) 1952-1962 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 1 observed 22 
Opposed 23 
expected 2 .. 46 expected 20c54 
observed 5 observed 28 
Unopposed 33 
expected 3 .. 54 expected 29=46 
--Total 6 50 56· 
Chi Square = lQ63 (P> ,,21) 
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Table 26. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Oklahoma (Democrat) 1952-1962 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 30 observed 17 
Dpposed 47 
expected 32 expected 15 
observed 8 observed 1 
Unopposed 9 
expected 6 expected 3 
Total 38 18 56 
Chi Square = 2 i1 4o (P> .12) 
38 
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New Mexico 1954 to 1966 
Table 27. Comparison of Incumbent anti Non-Incumbent Nomination 
in New Mexico by Primary 1954-196610 
Number of Offices 
Number of Incumbents 
Seeking Re-election 
















16 (66 0 7%) 2 (100%) 





The offices considered are Senator, Representative, and 
Governor, Lt. Governor, Secretary of State, Auditor, Treasurer, 
and Attorney General for some of the yearso By law the state 
officers may not serve for more than two terms or four years~ 
These state officers were dropped from consideration in those 
years where the incumbent was not eligible to run for Te-elec-
tion. This law gives the non-incumbent a tremendous advantage 
in gaining the nominations 
The overall advantage of the incumbent is nearly twice that 
of the non-incumbent. The Republicans have held so few offices 
that the statistics of their part are not truly meaningful g 
10Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of New Mexico, 
1954-1966, Santa Fe, New Mexico. 
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The incumbent advantage on the Democratic side is nearly four 
times that of the non-incumbent~ It seems that the pre~primary 
convention enhances the position of the incumbent in New Mexico~ 
Table 28. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in New Mexico 1954-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 8 observed 28 
Opposed 36 
expected 13~0 expected 23.0 
observed 18 observed 18 
Unopposed 36 
expected 13,,0 Bxpected 23,.0 
Total 26 46 72 
Table 29. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in New Mexico (Republican) 1954-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 0 observed 14 
Opposed 14 
expected .87 expected 13.13 
observed 2 observed 16 
Unopposed 18 
expected 1.13 expected 16.87 
Total 2 3D 32 
Chi Square 1070 (P< .20) 
Table 3D" Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in New Mexico (Democrat) 1954~1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 8 observed 32 
Opposed 40 
expected 16/155 expected 23,,45 
observed 16 observed 2 
Unopposed 18 
expected 7.45 expected 10.55 
Total 24 34 58 
Chi Square 24.25 (P( .001) 
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Washington 1952 to 1966 
Table 310 Comparison of Incumbent and Non-Incumbent Nomination 















13 (48.1%) 24 (82.7%) 
Number of Non-Incumbents 
Seeking Election 





N=20 (25 .. 0%) 
Demo Rep. 
10 (24 .. 4%) 10 (25~5%) 
The offices considered are Senator, Representative (7), 
Governor, Lt. Governor, Secretary of State, Treasurer, Auditor, 
and Attorney General. The years 1954 and 1958 are not included 
because of lack of primary election information~ 
The overall incumbent advantage is well over twice that of 
the non-incumbent. The parties have held office nearly an equal 
number of times during this period. The incumbent advantage 
among the Democrats is exactly twice that of the non-incumbent 
and among Republicans more than three tim8s4 
These figures would give an indication that the control of 
the party is fairly strong even under the blanket primarYQ 
IlData taken from Election Abstracts, State of Washington. 
Table 320 Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Washington 1952-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 19 observed 60 
Opposed 79 
expected 32.53 expected 46041 
observed 37 observed 20 
Unopposed 57 
expected 23.47 expected 33.52 
Total 56 80 136 
Chi Square == 22 .. 13. (P) .. 001) 
Table 33. Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Washington (Republican) 1952-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 5 observed 29 
Opposed 34 
expected 14 .. 5 expected 19.,5 
observed 24 observed 10 
Unopposed 34 
expected 14~5 expected 19.5 
Total 29 39 68 
Chi Square == 21.70 (P > .00D 
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Table 34a Computation of Chi Square for Incumbent Advantage 
in Washington (Democrat) 1952-1966 
Incumbent Non-Incumbent Total 
observed 14 observed 31 
Opposed 45 
expected 18 0 0 expected 27 0 0 
observed 13 observed 10 
Unopposed 23 
expected 9 .. D expected 14.0 
Total 27 41 68 
Chi Square = 4,,38 (P> .03) 
44 
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Incumbent Losses in the Primary 
The incumbent has the advantage of prestige, patronage, 
seniority, and public acceptance, which makes him valuable t~ 
the party for re-nomination4 Occasionally the party will not 
give the nomination to an incumbent. There is some problem in 
documenting each instance where an incumbent has fallen from 
party favor and has not received the nomination because personal 
efforts are made to "persuade" the incumbent not to run. In 
Connecticut, where the convention is still dominant in nomina-
tion, there is no record in recent history of a candidate b8-
ing denied the nomination. There is no way to show which of the 
incumbents would like to have been a candidate for re-nomination, 
b t d 'd t k 't b th t d' d h' 12 u 1 no see 1 ecause e pary 1scourage 1m. 
One case in a general election where a candidate was per-
suaded not to run occured in Utah in 1956~ Congressman Douglas 
Stringfellow was caught in an embarrassing and unpolitic situa-




Comment on Incumbent Losses in Utah 
Utah, since the direct primary was adopted in 1937, has 
only twice denied the nomination to an incumbent who ran for 
12A1vin Dozeman, Assistant Professor of Political Science, 
University of Connecticut, Letter to the Author, June, 1967. 
13Frank Aq Jonas, The Story of a Political Hoax (Salt Lake 
City, Utah, Institute of Government, University of Utah, 1966), 
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re-election. The first denial occurred in 1940 when the Democrats 
chose Abe Murdock over the incumbent Senator, William H. King. 
The second time was in 1956 when the RepUblicans chose George D. 
Clyde over the incumbent Governor 1 J~ Bracken Lee e 
William H. King was first elected in 1917, to represent 
Utah in the Senate. He had been very popular in Utah and was 
noted for his speaking ability. Because of his popularity and 
ability, he seemed to feel that he was not dependent on the 
party. During the period when Roosevelt came to the Presidency 
with his New Deal, Senator King opposed the program even though 
he belonged to the President's party. Because of the tremendous 
popularity of Roosevelt in Utah, King's stand against him seems 
to be the biggest reason for a defeat in 1940. The man who de-
feated him, Abe Murdock, had served in the House of Representa~ 
tiV8S and was a strong Roosevelt supporter there. It seems that 
the impact of national politics and an influential President led 
to the defeat of the incumbent in 1940. 14 
J. Bracken Lee ran for the Governorship in 1948. His oppo-
nent, R. Mabey, was the front runner in the convention by nearly 
100 votes. Lee was able to gain public support and won by a 
large majority in the primary. Lee did not always have a repu-
tation for being popular in the party, but was given the nomina-
tion for re-election in 1952 without opposition. In 1956, the 
convention vote was 348 for Lee and 318 for Clyde. Clyde won 
14Herbert Be Maw, Calvin Rawlings, and Wendell Anderson, 
information gathered by personal interview, July 1967~ 
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in the primary bV about 8,000 votes. 
Ex-Governor Clyde feels that there were two main reasons 
why he was able to defeat Lee in the primary. He said that his 
support came from the general electorate--Democrats crossing 
party lines and from Republicans--because: (1) they were "fed 
up" with the Lee administration, and (2) they were opposed to 8 
Governor running for a third term. 15 
In the primary election there were 117,355 Republican and 
78,706 Democratic votes cast for Governoro This compares with 
1952, the next previous gubernatorial contest, with 83,671 
Republican votes and 96,385 Democratic votes; 1960, the next 
following gubernatorial election had 87,594 Republican votes and 
105,469 Democratic votes. 16 Because the Republicans had an un-
usually high portion of the votes in that year it seems that ex-
Governor Clyde's appraisal that the Republicans received many 
Democratic votes in the primary seems accurate. 
Ex-Governor Le8 attributes his loss to lack of effective 
campaigning on his part because of over-confidence. He does not 
doubt Democrats crossing over, but feels that he may have had 
as many Democrats voting for him in a losing cause as voted for 
Clyde in winning. Ex-Governor Lee discounts the third term 
argument as ",only something to talk about." 17 In spite of this, 
there has been no Utah Governor elected for a third term. 
15George D. Clyde, Personal Interview, July 1967. 
l6Election Abstracts, State of Utah 
17 JQ Bracken Lee, Personal Interview, July 1967. 
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Calvin Rawlings, who has been prominent in the Utah Demo-
cratic party, feels that there were a lot of Democrats who crossed 
the party line in 1956 because "Lee was the antithesis of the 
thinking of the Democratic party~" He also feels that Utah is 
a conservative state and as such is extremely reluctant to defy 
tradition and give an officeholder a third term. 18 
The Deseret News of 12 September 1956, is of the opinion 
that many Democrats and Independents moved into the Republican 
primary to defeat Lee. 19 
Comment on Incumbent Losseq in Nevada 
Tha voters in Nevada have defeated the incumbent in primary 
elections six times since 1910 when the direct primary was adopted. 
Four of these occasions have been for minor state offices, Printer, 
Surveyor, Mine Inspector, and Controllero The other two occa-
sions were in 1942 when Mr. Scrugham defeated the appointed in-
cumbent, MrD Bunker for the U.S D Senate and in 1944 when the 8ame 
Mr. Bunker defeated the incumbent Mr. Sullivan for the seat in 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 20 
Mr. Scrugham was a long time, popular Congressman. Mr. 
Bunker, who was the Speaker of the House in the Nevada Legis-
lature, was appointed to the Senate on the death of Senator 
Pittman in 19400 Mr. Scrugham had a much wider acquaintance in 
18Calvin Rawlings, Personal Interview, July 1967. 
19 De8sret News, 12 September 1956 g 
2Dpolitical History of Nevada. 
the state and it is the opinion of Mr~ Bunker that most of the 
voters felt that he was entitled to the nomination. 21 
The 1944 election was somewhat the reverse. Mr. Sullivan 
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had only served two years in Congress and was not a very strong 
vote getter. Because of the 1942 senatorial campaign, Mr~ 
Bunker was able to establish a base of acquaintanceship that 
made it possible for him to receive the nomination over the in~ 
22 cumbent. 
Other Incumbent Losses 
Montana, with an open primary, has in the years from 1950 
to 1966, denied the nomination to the incumbent twice, once in 
1952 and the second time in 1956. Both of these were Democrats 
who lost during the years when a strong Republican presidential 
candidate, Eisenhower, won the election~23 
Oklahoma, a closed primary state where the Democratic party 
is very strong, has defeated the incumbent four times in the 
years since 1950. There was one each in 1954, 1956, 1958, and 
1960. All these were Democrats. 24 
Washington, with a blanket primary, and New Mexico~ with 
a closed primary in connection with a convention, the years since 
21 Berkley L. Bunker, Letter to the Author, August 1967. 
22 Ibid . 
23Election Abstracts, State of Montana. 
24Election Abstracts, State ctf Oklahoma. 
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1950, have not defeated an incumbent in the primary elections. 25 
In the six states surveyed since 1950, there were 290 offices 
soughtQ The incumbents ran 217 times and lost seven; the non-
incumbents ran 359 times and lost 279 times. 
25Election Abstracts, State of New Mexico, and Election 
Abstracts, State of Washington. 
Table 35. Computation of Chi Square on Summary of Wins and Losses of Incumbents 
Utah Nevada Montana Oklahoma Washington New Mexico Total 
Years 1938-1966 1952-1966 1950-1960 1952-1962 1952-1966 1954-1966 
Number 61 41 46 56 68 36 308 
Winners observed 44 29 29 40 56 26 224 expected 44 28 30 42 55 25 
Losers observed 2 0 2 4 0 0 8 expected 2 1 1 2 1 1 
Total Seeking 46 29 31 44 56 26 232 
Chi Square = 7.4 (P< .04) 
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Relationship of the Convention and Primary in Ut~h 
It is interesting to note the number of times that the 
candidate with the largest number of votes in the convention 
has lost in the primary. While such a candidate is not neces-
sarily the incumbent, he would have been the partyls choice ex-
cept for the direct primaryQ For the 41 previously mentioned 
state offices in Utah held from 1947 to 1955, there have been 
82 candidates, 25 of these have been unopposed. Of the remain-
ing 56, 11 have been the front runner in the convention and have 
lost in the primary. This means that 19.8 percent of the time 
the first choice of the convention lost in the primary. 26 
Utah has given further opportunity for candidates to run 
without opposition in the primary. In 1963, the legislature 
amended the election laws so that any candidate who received more 
than 80 percent of the convention vote would automatically be 
declared the candidate. 27 This law was passed for the purpose 
of preventing "nuisance" candidates from running, when they had 
no chance of winning or even getting a significant number of 
votes. The theory was that anyone who could not get 20 perc8nt 
of the convention vote could not win the primary, but would 
merely be a nuisance to the front-runner. In 1964, there were 
no candidates, except those who were unopposed, who won nomina-
tion to state office under this rule. In 1966, there were two 
25Data taken from the Salt Lake Tribune and Election 
Abstracts, State of Utah. 
27 Utah Code, 1953 Amendments, 2o-4-9~ 
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Republicans and one Democrat who succeeded in getting 80 percent 
of their convention's vote. 28 
In a survey of Utah county office nominations, filled in 
the same manner, with six counties not responding, there were 
eight candidates nominated by an 80 percent convention vote in 
1964 and 17 in 1966.
29 
Of the candidates who lost in the primary, after being the 
front runner in the convention during the years of 1947 to 1966, 
none had an 80 percent convention vote. The percentages of the 
convention winners ran from 50.8 percent to 72D5 percent, with 
30 seven of the 11 under 60 percent. 
Table 36 0 Comparison of Convention and Primary Result in Utah 
1948-1966 
Primary Winner Primary Loser 
Convention observed 45 observed 11 
leader expected 28 expected 28 
Convention observed 11 observed 45 
Runner-up expected 28 expected 28 
Total 56 56 
Chi Square = 5 4 2 (P'C' ,,02) 
28Data taken from the Salt Lake Tribune. 
29 Survey made by the Author in 1966. 
30Data taken from the Salt Lake Tribune and Election 







The participation of voters in elections varies from vear 
to year and from state to state. There are many variables which 
may influence voter turnout. This is true not only of the gen-
eral election, but of the primaries as well. 
Voters turn out better for general elections than they do 
for primaries; voters turn out better when national offices, 
president and vice-president, are being elected; the least re-
sponse from the voters comes in county and city elections. l It 
is not unusual to see bond and school elections defeated because 
the requisite 10 percent of the voters do not turn out to vote. 2 
Voters sometimes do not turn out to vote because they do not 
understand the issues or prBcedures. 3 
The two most important reasons for the failure of more 
voters to go to the polls at the average elections are (1) the 
failure of the parties or candidates to define clearly the issues 
upon which the citizen is to express an opinion and (2) the 
welter of candidates, legislative questions and constitutional 
amendments on which he must vote. 4 
I 
Duverger, p. 365. 
2 Bone, PD 560-561. 
3 Duverger, pQ 365. 
4Ibid . 
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One study shows that typically primary turnout is 35 percent 
to 50 percent of the general election turnout. 5 Utah follows 
this trend with an overall percentage for the general elections 
from 1952 to 1955 of 82.8 percent of those registered and for 
the primaries for the same period of 39~2 percent for a ratio of 
47.3 percent. 6 (Se8 Figure 2 on page 63.) 
In comparing the voter response during presidential years 
and "off" years, Utah voters turned out nearly 11 percentage 
points more during the presidential years. During the years of 
1955, 1950, and 1954--years of national elections--8S.Y-
percent of the registered vot8rs cast ballots. In the "off" 
years, 1954, 1958, 1952, and 1965, the voting turnout was 77Q3 
percenta In the yesrs of 1954 and 1966, years when the only 
statewide office elected was Representative, the voter response 
was 77.2 percent and 72g2 percent. 7 
The effect of presidential elections extends down to the 
primaries, also. The voting turnout for primaries in Utah in 
presidential election years has been 48 D 2 p8rc8nt~ which compares 
to 33.1 percent for the off year election and the 39.2 percent 
8 averageQ It is noted that a Governor is elected during presi-
dential yearsQ 
Even though the voter response at the primaries averages 
39 p 2 percent, the response is even lower in the primaries for 
5Howe and Schlesinger, pv 115. 





county and city offices o Elections are held for these offices 
in the odd numbered years. The percent of registered voters 
voting in the elections held during the odd numbered years from 
9 1951 to 1965 was 25.4 percent. 
Voting Percent in Utah 
Table 37. Voting Percent in Utah 1952-196410 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting in Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General to General 
1952 
to 45,,6 39.2 82,,8 47.3 
1964 (100% of norm) (100% of norm) 
During these years Utah had an open primary" Utah has rated 
quite high in the percent of voters who turn out to the general 
election. 11 The time graphs show that they do have a high per-
cent at this election. Nevada was the only state higher in 
general election percent of the states selected in this study. 
Of the six states selected for comparison, Utah was next to the 
lowest in the percent of primary vote. 
9Ibid . 
10Ibid. 
11 Bone, p. 561-562. 
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Table 38. Voting Percent in Utah 1966 and 195412 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting in Voting in Pr ima.ry 
Vears Registered Primary General to General 
1966 44 .. 9 25 7202 34,,6 
(63.7% of norm) (87a2% of norm) 
1954 45 .. 9 29 0 3 77 .. 3 3709 
(74.7% of norm) (94~4% of norm) 
The years of 1966 and 1954 were selected for comparison be-
cause they were alike in the scope of the offices selected. The 
only state-wide office elected in these years was Representative 
in Congress. Such elections occur every 12 years in Utahd The 
voting turnout in 1966 during the short-lived Party Registration 
Law was 4 a 3 percentage points below that of 1954,. Based on the 
1966 registration, this would represent about 19,600 voters D The 
ratio of voter participation in the primary election to the 
general election for the two years shows that there was a drop of 
2 0 5 percentage points from 1954 to 19660 The 1954 ratio was down 
nearly 10 percentage points from the average. 
These figures indicate that there were fewer voters in 1966 
than might have been expectedc Because the voter turnout is only 
slightly less than a comparable vesr and because the voters 
turned out less to the general election, which is not affected by 
the new law, it seems likely that the voters stayed away from the 
120ata taken from Election Abstracts, State of Utah .. 
polls for some other reasons, such as lack of interest, rather 
than as a boycott in protest of the new lawd 
Table 39. Computation of Chi Square for Voting and Non-Voting 
in Open and Closed Primaries in 1954 and 1966 
. Year Voters Non-Voters Total 
1954 
observed 100,000 observed 241,000 
Open 241,000 
Primary expected 89,000 expect8d 252,000 
1866 
observ8d 109,000 obs8rved 347,000 
Closed 456,000 
Primary 8xPEacted 120,000 expected 336,000 
Total 209,000 588,000 797,000 
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To make a comparison of the findings of Table 38, Utah's 
most populous county, Salt Lake County, is examined for the same 
years. 
Table 40. Voting Percent in Salt Lake County 1966 and 195413 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General To General 
1966 46.1 25 .. 5 75~6 33 .. 7% 
1954 51.8 24.7 69~1 35 .. 7% 
In Salt Lake County there was actually a larger turnout at 
the polls, but the percent of registered voters is down from the 
1954 level by over five percentage points.. It would seem that 
the greatest lev~l of unpopularity of the 1966 registration law 
came from outside Salt Lakea 
The ratio of voter turnout in the primary and general elec-
tion shows that the 1966 turnout was down two percentage points 
from the 1954 levelu Although not in the same proportion, the 
voters of Salt Lake County followed the trend of the state for 
a poor voter turnout in the 1966 primary. 
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Voting Percent in Nevada 
Table 410 Voting Percent in Nevada 1952-196614 
Perc ant of Percent Percent RatiD~ of 
Population Voting i.n Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General to General 
1952 
to 34 .. 1 60~7 84.6 71~7% 
1966 
Nevada has a closad primary. Its voting percentagas rank 
tha highast of the statas survayed in this study, It has a high 
ratio of turnout in tha primary election o The lowest turnout 
in a primary election--56 Q4 parcent in 1960--was higher than 
Utah's highest percent--51.6 percant in 1956a 15 The high voter 
participation in Nevada may be partly axplainad in tha low ratio 
of population to ragisterad voters. It has the lowast percent 
of its population ragistarad of any of tha survayad states" It 
would seem that those who are politically active both register 
and vote to a high degree. 
14 Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of Navada. 
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Voting Percent in Montana 
Table 42. Voting Percent in Montana 1952-196616 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting in Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General to General 
1952 
to 44 0 9 55.7 81 .. 6 69 0 5% 
1966 
Montana has an open primaryo In the percent of population 
which is registered to vote and in the percent of the general 
17 election, Montana rates very close to Utah R In the percent 
voting in the primary, however, Montana rates much higher than 
does Utah. The ratio of the primary election to the general 
election rates quite high. 
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Voting Percent in Washington 
Table 43 0 Voting Percent in Washington 1950-1966
18 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting in Voting in Primary 
Vears Registered Primary General to General 
1950 
to 50i.8 47.32 74 .. 71 63,,2% 
1966 
Washington is unique in its system of primary election with 
a wide-open primary that permits voters to choose candidates from 
either party.. There is a very high percent of the population 
registered. The voter turnout in both the primary and the general 
election is fairly high, being better than Utah for the primary 
but lower than Utah in the general election,,19 
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Voting Percent in New Mexico 
Table 44. Voting Percent in New Mexico 1952-196620 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio 
Population Voting in Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General to General 
1952 
to 46 6 0 34.4 64'~4 53.4% 
1966 
New Mexico has a closed primary with a pre-primary conven-
tion.. It is a state which is strongly one-party. The percent of 
voter turnout in the primary is the lowest of any of the states 
surveyedo It is possible that the control of a single party, the 
Democratic party, is a factor in the low turnout, although this 
is impossible to determine; there are no figures on the number 
of registered voters by party to see if the controlling party 
turned out more or less than the minority part Yo Normally one 
would expect a higher turnout for the primaries in a one-party 
state. 
The voter response in the general election is also the 
lowest of any of the surveyed states and it is suggested that 
the minority may be discouraged from voting because its vote 
seems to be ineffective. 
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Voting Peroent in Oklahoma 
Table 45. Voting Percent in Oklahoma 1950-1955 
Percent of Percent Percent Ratio of 
Population Voting in Voting in Primary 
Years Registered Primary General to General 
1950 
to 51.1 49.4 65.8 75.0 
1966 (runoff 37 .. 9) 
Oklahoma has a closed primary and is strongly Democratic. 
It is noted that the percent of population which is registered 
seems quite high. The number of registered voters in Oklahoma 
is not available in years past, so figures used for computing 
the percent registered is based on the 1964 statistics. 22 
Because Oklahoma law requires that a candidate receive a 
majority of the primary vote to be nominated~ there is a run-off 
vote in those caSBS where the leading candidate does not have a 
majority. The run-off runs below the primary in voter partici-
21 Data taken from Election Abstracts, State of Oklahomaa 
22 Ibid • 
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Public Feeling Toward the 1966 Utah Closed Primary 
The 1965 Utah Legislature passed a law requiring all voters 
to declare the party ballot they wanted to have for the primary 
1 t · 23 e ec lon. In its passage the bill had bi-partisan support and 
was passed without much difficult Yo It passed the House by a 
24 21-2 vote and the Senate by a 39-29 vote. There was a lot of 
publicity given this new law and the public reacted by calling 
for its repeal~ 
To inform the public on the law, the newspapers responded 
by providing weekly announcements concerning it. In the period 
between August 1, 1966, and the primary election on September 13, 
1966, the Deseret News ran 19 articles on 15 different days re-
lating to the new law and its implications. The only criticisms 
that might be made of these articles is that they predicted a 
poor voter turnout and perhaps caused some of the criticism against 
the law because of their public anticipation of voter rejectiono 
None of the above-mentioned articles seemed to the author to be 
negative in approach except to predict poor turnout o Three of 
the articles were positive in nature or called for voter support 
25 and the rsmaining articles were neutral reportso 
Following the Primary on September 13, 1966, the Deseret 
News in an editorial called for the repeal of the Party 
23 Utah Code Annotated, 1953, 2D-2-110 
24 Senate Journal and House Journal, 1965 Legislature. 
25 DS68ret News, Augus~t 1, 1966 through Septembe-:r 13, 1966. 
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26 Registration Law. This was done against the wishes of the 
Deseret News Political Editor~27 
During the week of September 26, 1966, KSL-TV, in an edito-
rial, called for a reconsideration of the Primary Registration 
Law. After citing arguments for and against the law, this edito-
rial was of the opinion that "The dangers involved in the law 
28 far out-weigh its advantages." 
Both the Democratic and Republican Party Headquarters re-
ceived sufficient volume of telephone calls from citizens who 
were protesting the registration law that the workers in these 
headquarters were convinced that the public did not want the law. 29 
The Republican Party ran a survey in this year but did not ask 
those surveyed for their opinion on the closed primary because 
it was felt that "it was a foregone conclusion and it would be 
a wasted question to ask.,,30 
As evidence that the law was highly unpopular, the 1967 
Legislature repealed the Party Registration Law in its first 
act to pass the Session. 31 Two legislators in this session were 
asked why they felt that the law was repealed. One, a State 
26 Deseret News, September 14, 1966. 
27 Demar Teuscher, Interview with the Author, August 1967. 
28KSL Editorial, Week of September 26, 1966~ 
29Interviews at the Democratic and Republican Headquarters, 
August 21, 1967. 
30Ray Townsend, Republican Headquarters, Interview, August 
21, 1967. 
31 Senate Journal, 1967 Legislature. 
Senator, who was personally opposed to the law, reported that 
there was no doubt in his mind that it was the public pressure 
32 against the law that forced its repealo The other, a State 
Representative, who was personally in favor of the law, said 
he voted against it because he felt the voters of his district 
wers overwhelmingly opposed to the law. 33 
A survey conducted by Dan Jones Associates after the re-
peal of the law shows that less than 10 percent of the persons 
interviewed were in favor of the Party Registration Law. Dan 
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Jones stated that he does not know of anything that has been as 
34 unpopular in the state as that law was. 
Summary 
Utah has responded well for the general election. In the 
primaries; however, public response has been quite low in com-
parison to the other states studied. In comparison with itself 
during the open and closed primary, there is no different evidence 
to indicate any significant different in turnout Q 
It is interesting to note that the state with the highest 
percent of participation in the primaries has a closed primary 
as does the state with the lowest turnouta A relationship of 
32 JD Rex MacKay, State Senator, State of Utah, Personal 
Interview, August 27, 1967. 
33Allan Behunin, State Representative, State of Utah j 
Personal Interview, August 20, 1957. 
34 Dan Jones, Personal Interview, August 21, 1967. 
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amount of voter participation and type of primary cannot be seen 
from the depth of this study. It appears that the type of pri-
mary is not an influential factor in bringing voters to the polls 
or in keeping them awayo Perhaps the experiment Utah made in 
1966 is an exception to this, but it is felt that the lack of 
voter response in 1966 is due to two things: (1) lack of interest 
because there was not a race for a major state office; and (2) 
confusion and lack of understanding of the Party Registration Law. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
The attitude of both the parties and the voters indicates 
that the direct primary has been adopted into the American 
pplitical scene to stay for a long timea There is, at present, 
as far as can be foreseen, no change in prospect in the method 
of nomination. That the voters regard the primary as a "rightll, 
that cannot be denied them, is an indication of how the voters 
have accepted the primary~ That the primary has been adopted 
in some form by all states is an indication of its acceptance 
by the party leaders. 
Party leaders feared the direct primary at first, fearing 
that it would rob them of some control and destroy party re-
'b'l"t 1 sponsl l l y. The fact that the incumbent has such a tremendous 
advantage in renomination speaks well for the amount of control 
that the party is able to exert and the influence the party is 
able to bear on an election. 
It 8eems that the direct primary has neither achieved the 
amount of popular participation that its planners envisioned, 
not has it destroyed the political party as feared by some of 
its critics. 
1 Ferguson and McHenry, p. 224. 
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Incumbent Advantage 
The advantage of the incumbent varies little from state to 
stated There has been a feeling that the closed primary wou~d 
give the party more control and with it increase the propensity 
of the incumbent to gain the party nomination without opposition. 
It is ironic that the opposite is true in the states sampled in 
this studyc The advantage of the incumbent within the party is 
slightly greater, but not enough to be deemed significant, among 
those states which have an open primary as opposed to those that 
have the c1osed~ It should be noted that some of the states 
sampled include those which have a predominance of one part yo In 
these states, because the primary is the real race for election, 
it is mOTe difficult to assess the advantage of the incumbent o 
The incumbent has been denied the nomination by his party 
eight times in the three states with the closed primary and four 
times in the three states with the open primarys Only in Nevada 
and Utah, one an open state and the other closed, have figures 
before 1950 been usedo Since 1950, the score would be four denials 
for the closed states and three for the open states~ 
The state of Connecticut, which depends primarily on the 
convention, has not gone on record denying the nomination to 
any incumbent in recent history~ 
Even though the states with an open primary 8eem to have 
given the incumbent the nomination unopposed a larger percent of 
the time, the figures are close enough, 53.6 percent to 56 0 4 per-
cent, to indicate that there is not a significant advantage in 
this regardo There is quite a range in the difference between 
the incumbent and non-incumbent being able to run unopposed. 
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The non-incumbent has run unopposed a larger percent of the time 
in the closed state than he has in the open states. It is kept 
in mind that all the variables have not been considered here, 
but based on the information available, it would seem that the 
incumbent does slightly better in the primary in the open states 
than in the closed states a This also indicates that the elec-
torate supports the incumbent, since he is known to the voterR 
In counting the victories of incumbents in the primaries 
of the two different systems, the open primary has the edge over 
the closedo For a total of 155 offices in open primaries and 
135 for the closed, the incumbents in the closed primary won 
96u9 percent of the time and in the open they won 98.9 percent 
of the timeD The comparison of non-incumbent victories for the 
same offices, in the closed they won 2407 percent to the opens 
20 0 5 percent. The chi square computation shows some as highly 
significant; others less significant. 
These figures, while consistent ine8ch of the states sam-
pled, do not show a large variation between the two. In each 
case the difference is only a matter of a few percentage pointso 
It se8ms that there is very little difference, if any, in giving 
the incumbent an advantage or disadvantage that can be attributed 
to the type of primary systema 
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Voter Participation 
The range of variation in voter participation is from Nevada 
with a closed primary at the high end to New Mexico, also wi~h 
a closed primary, at the low end D The other factors which in-
fluence voting behavior seem to have a greater effect than does 
the type of primary~ From the states sampled there seems to be 
no correlation between voting turnout and type of primaryg 
One of the largest factors influencing voter participation 
is the office being filled. The more important the office, the 
larger is the voter turnout. This is especially true in the 
general election, but is also true in the primary. Voters tend 
to vote in increased numbers during presidential years in the 
primary even in those states which do not have a presidential 
primary_ The lower turnout in Utah's 1966 primary does not seem 
to be the fault of the Primary Registration Law. 
Suggestions for Research 
In the course of this research a few things were discovered 
which would make a project such as this in the future easier 
and more accurate Q Some of these things can be undertaken by 
the researcher and some can be accomplished by public officials 
keeping recordsg 
It was found that the most reliable information was ob-
tained from the election abstracts supplied by the Secretary of 
State offices in the various states studied~ Requests to 
State Universities were not responded to in all cases and in 
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some cases questions were misunderstood q 
Personal opinion of persons involved in former events were 
found to be inaccurate in some cases. While these opinions aTe 
vital to some of the reasons for action, it was found that the 
memory of some individuals did not agree with official records. 
There are several things that could be done by state and 
local election officials which would be helpful a A count of the 
total ballots cast would eliminate errors in estimating the voter 
turnout. Totals of registered voters before the primary and 
again before the general el~ction would give an accurate picture 
of the percent of voters in each electiono 
More is being done now in the way of election reporting 
than has been done in the past, but more could be done yet. 
The State of Washington provides good statistics to accompany 
their election abstracts~ The number of registered voters for 
each election, the vote cast for each and the percentages for each 
are given. The winner is starred and the plurality of the winner 
indicateda The falloff for each office or issue is showno 
Several states provide, in their election abstracts, a 
comprehensive book of both the,primary and the general election 
with the vote of each precinct shown. An election summary along 
with this would give the researcher access to either detail or 
summary as would be needed. 
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Jones, Dan, Instructor, University of Utah, Personal Interview, 
August, 1967. 
MacKay, J o Ra, Member of Senate, State of Utah, Personal Inter-
view, August, 1967. 
Maw, Ho Bo, Former Governor, State of Utah, Personal Interview, 
August, 1967. 
Rawlings 1 Calvin, Former Democratic National Committeeman, 
Personal Interview, Augus~ 1967. 
Teuscher, M. Demar, Political Editor of the Deseret News, 
Personal Interview, July, 1967. 
Townsend, Ray, Republican State Committee, Personal Interview, 
August, 1967. 
Unpublished Material 
Bunker, B. B., Former Senator, State of Nevada, Letter to the 
writer? August, 1967. 
Dozeman, Aa, Associate Professor of Political Science, University 
of Conneoticut, Storrs, Connecticut, Letter to the writer, 
June, 1967. 
Television Editorial 





Year Number of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of 
Registered Primary Primary General General 
Voters Vote Vote Vote Vote 
1966 455,985 109,1251 25 .. 02 329,362 72 .. 2 
1964 448,463 211,354 47 q 1 401,8.81 87.9 
1952 414,879 192,470 45,,5 319,398 76.8 
1960 419,095 193,053 4500 374,981 89.0 
1958 375,758 118,754 31 .. 5 292,579 78 0 0 
1956 379,7033 195,0514 511>5 334,294 88 .. 0 1954 340,500 100,000 29 .. 3 253,031 77.2 










175,341 110,252 52.9 136,169 77 .. 6 
147,625 92,451 52 0 6 135~433 91.7 
128,437 81,052 63~1 97,192 83.4 
115,788 65,858 56 Q 4 107,267 91.8 
112,797 59,119 61al 84,889 75~7 
106,796 63,635 59.5 96,689 90.5 
102,458 60,972 59.5 78,462 76.6 
91,428 55,256 60.4 82,190 89,,9 
1 Data taken from Salt Lake Tribune F September, 1966. 
2Ibid .. 
30fficial Figure unavailable. Figure used is the average. 
40ata taken from Salt Lake Tribune, September, 1954. 
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New Mexico 
Year Number of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of 
Registered Primary Primary General General 
Voters Vote Vote Vote Vote 
1955 451,540 178,000* 39<15 271,592 60.1 
1954 464,911 132,000* 28.4 325,000* 70.1 
1952 409,998 154,000* 37.8 248,000* 50.4 
1960 423,255 153,000* 38a5 311,107 73~5 
1958 355,595 125,000* 35.3 211,295 5B .. 2 
1956 355,174 117,000* 31 .. 9 259,459 70.8 
1954 365,422 111,175 30.3 199,828 54~5 
1952 355,571 123,292 33.5 244,502 5505 
Washington 
1966 1,450,192 643,477 44.3 987,134 67.06 
1964 1,501,906 841,932 56.0 1,276,956 80.7 
1962 1,412,400 546,885 38 m 7 971,706 67.1 
1960 1,393,909 682,290 48u9 1,257,952 82.3 
1958 1,338,757 574,003 42~8 978,400 71.1 
1956 1,363,332 762,590 55.9 1,154,104 80.2 
1954 1,259,951 475,011 37.4 890,509 58.8 




Year Number of Number of Percent of Number of Percent ·of 
Registered Primary Primary General General 
Voters Vote Vote Vote Vote 
1966 305,852 128,803 4109 
330,182 264,971 80,,3 
1964 290,109 185,102 6308 
327,477 278,628 85 .. 0 
1962 301,003 152,422 50~6 
318,721 248,441 85.9 
1960 279,685 196,710 70.1 
322,867 277,579 7709 
1958 289,851 145,462 50,,1 
305,614 229,483 75.0 
1956 275,000* 173,435 63.1 
295,000* 270,366 95~1 
1954 250,000* 136,466 54 .. 6 
265,000* 227,454 85,,8 
1952 360,000* 141,918 39.1 




Owen B. Daw 
Candidate for the Degree of 
Master of Arts 
Thesis: A Comparative Study of Utah's Primary Elections 
Major Field: Political Science 
Biographical Information: 
Personal Data: Born at Holladav, Utah, November 13, 1934, 
son of Albert W~ and Helen Bawden Daw; married Gwen 
Collings June 3, 1960; three children--Wendv, Janet, 
and Patricia. 
Education: Attended school in the Granite School District 
of Salt Lake City, Utah, Woodstock Elementarv, Olympus 
Junior High, and graduated from Granite High School 
in 1952; received the Bachelor of Science degree from 
Utah State University, with a major in Political 
Science, in 1961. 
Professional Experience: 1965 to present, teacher of Utah 
Historv and World Geographv in Granite School District; 
1961-65, 1st Lieutenant, U. S. Air Forceo 
